THE  VANITY  OF  I'HlLOSOI'HlSlNG.

draw the line clearly between the scientific and the
philosophical   spheres.     Mr.    Balfour   can   accept
the scientific truth, though he does not accept the
doctrine which results from translating it into on-
tology.    But the boundary between psychology and
philosophy is far less distinct.    We constantly con-
found questions about the constitution of man, as
known  to us by experience,  with questions about
supposed  intuitions  of ultimate  truth.     The fact
that sin causes remorse is interpreted as meaning
that remorse actually is a knowledge of an avenging
deity; and when the emotion is thus identified with
the belief, it becomes easy to suppose that to destroy
the belief is also to destroy the emotion,    I think,
indeed,  that fallacies of that kind are among the
commonest   in  philosophical  writings.      Now,   of
course, psychology has  vsomething to  say   in  this
matter.     It   may  help,  and   I  think   that  it  has
helped  us  to  explain   how  men   come  to  believe
in   anthropomorphic   deities,   and   to  invest   them
with the attributes of human rulers.    But in that
way it tends to show not  that  the conscience  is
caused by the belief, but to show how, under certain
conditions, it has given rise to a belief by other than
logical grounds.    It suggests no probability that the
conscience will disappear with the fallacy, but only
that  it will act differently when enlightened by a